COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS
DEPARTMENT OF TELECOMMUNI CATI ONS AND ENERGY

TOMN OF FRAM NGHAM REQUEST FCOR

DETERM NATI ON OF RATES APPLI CABLE TO
TRANSPORTATI ON AND TREATMENT OF SEWAGE
PURSUANT TO | NTERMUNI CI PAL AGREEMENT

D.T.E. 02-46

— — " N

TOMN OF FRAM NGHAM S RESPONSE TO THE DEPARTMENT' S
FI RST SET OF | NFORVATI ON REQUESTS

The Town of Fram ngham (“Fram nghani) responds to the
Departnment’s First Set of Information Requests as follows.
DTE F-1-1
Refer to the SEA Consultants’ study “Sewer Rate Assessnent Study
for Fram nghant submitted in response to the Hearing Oficer’s
menor andum dat ed Sept enber 25, 2002 (“SEA Study”). Please

provide the date this study was prepared.

RESPONSE

The draft report inadvertently provided to the Departnent
in response to its Septenber 25, 2002 nenorandum was prepared
over a period of nonths, but was conpleted on May 8, 2001. The
report subsequently was revised and a final report was issued on
May 21, 2001. Excerpts of this final report were attached to
Fram nghamis Petition in this matter, and a conpl ete copy was
provided to the Departnent on Decenber 18, 2002.
DTE F-1-2
Was the SEA Study, or portions of it, ever reviewed by any staff
at the Massachusetts Water Resource Authority (“MARA")? |If so,
has MARA expressed agreenent with the facts presented? Pl ease

descri be any el enents of the study with which MARA staff were
not in agreenent.



RESPONSE

The MARA received and reviewed the final report. The MARA
di sagreed with SEA's statenent in Section 6.1.1 that it had
erroneously included Fram nghanis H gh Strength and Septage fl ow
nunbers in its cal culation of Fram nghami s Average Strength Fl ow
nunber. Fram nghamis not aware of any other instances of
di sagr eenent .
DTE F-1-3
s the MARA facility at Arthur Street the only point at which
Fram ngham sewage enters the MARA systen? |[|f not, please
i ndicate the other |ocations at which sewage from Fram ngham
enters the MARA system
RESPONSE

Yes. However, four sewer lines intersect imediately prior
to the connection to the MARA system Thus, Fram nghanis
muni ci pal discharge permt identifies four connections. A copy
of Fram ngham s current discharge pernit and a section of a nmap
detailing the intersection of the four Iines are attached at
Tab A
DTE F-1-4
Refer to the SEA Study at 83.1, which states that the map found
in Appendi x B was conpiled from MARA nmappi ng sources and
nodi fied to address specific changes identified by SEA

consul tants.

a. Were any of the nodifications to the MARA source map
relevant to this case? |f so, please describe.

b. Pl ease explain the significance of the different
colors used on the map.
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RESPONSE

(a) The map in Appendix B to the SEA report was based on
MARA schematic maps that were outdated in certain respects. 1In
preparing the map in Appendi x B, SEA updated the naps by addi ng
new | ines and connections. In the lines utilized by Ashl and,
SEA added a snall section of pipe that was m ssing fromthe MARA
schematic in the area of Beaver Street.

(b) SEA prepared the nmap in Appendi x B as a visual aide,
rather than as a formal engineering drawing. The thin, |ight
blue lines that appear on the nmap indicate all gravity sewer
lines within Fram ngham The thicker, dark red |ines (which are
drawn on top of certain |ight blue lines) were intended to
hi ghlight the gravity sewer lines that formthe “backbone” of
the system The thick, dark blue lines indicate force nains
wi thin Fram ngham and the thick, dark green lines indicate
sewer |ines owned by Ashl and and ot her adjoi ning nunicipalities.
DTE F-1-5
Refer to the SEA Study at 86.1.1 (Il ast paragraph). Pl ease
clarify SEA's critique of MARA's netering and fl ow assunpti ons.
In particular, please explain which of these values are
“estimated” and what the “potentially erroneous” assunptions
are.

RESPONSE
The statenments in Section 6.1.1 regarding “estimated” and

“potentially erroneous” flow nunbers are references to the

MARA' s Wastewater Metering Cost Benefit Analysis table, attached
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to SEA's report at Appendix A. As noted on the table, sone of
the MARA’ s nunbers are estimates, and the table assigns the flow
val ues a potential error percentage, reflecting the fact that
the MARA's neters are not always placed in a way that guarantees
t he nost accurate flow nunbers.

In particular, the flow nunbers reflecting Ashland’s
di scharge into Fram nghami s sewer systemare identified in the
col ums headed “AS-FR 1C' (the discharge into the Farm Pond
I nterceptor) and “AS-FR-2C’ (the discharge into the Bates Road
Connector). These flow nunbers, however, are based on neters
actually located in Ashland, rather than neters |ocated at the
poi nts at which Ashland’ s sewage enters Fram ngham s system as
contenplated in the I MA.? Because these nmeters are not |ocated
at the two discharge points, the MARA's fl ow nunbers are not as
accurate as they could be were working neters to be installed at
t he di scharge points.

In particular, the neter for the Farm Pond interceptor is
| ocated approximately 2.5 mles before the actual discharge
poi nt. Because there will be infiltration and inflowinto this
pi pe between the netering point and the point of discharge, the
MARA' s fl ow nunber |ikely underreports the actual flowinto
Fram ngham s system The neter for the Bates Road connection is

| ocated only a short distance away fromthe actual discharge

L The I MA required Ashland to install netering devices “at each point of
di scharge into the Fram ngham system” (IMA, p. 2, 1 4). Ashland failed to
install working nmetering devices at the two di scharge points.
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poi nt, but there is an additional connection to the Ashland |ine
after the netering point, and before the di scharge point, at
Dougl as Road. The MARA has attenpted to correct for this m ssed
connection by estimating the flowas .01 MaD.2 Wiile this
estimate may be close to accurate, it renmains an estinmate
Thus, SEA has recommended that future flows be neasured using
nmetering devices at the discharge points, as contenplated by the
I VA
DTE F-1-6
Does Fram ngham accept MARA' s net hod of cal cul ati ng Fram ngham
and the Town of Ashland (“Ashland”) sewage flows? Pl ease
expl ai n any ongoi ng di spute between Fram ngham and MARA
regarding flow cal cul ati ons.
RESPONSE

Yes, with the caveats noted in Fram ngham s response to DTE
F-1-5. Fram ngham believes it could nore accurately account for
Ashl and’ s discharges into its systemif Ashland were required to
install neters at the discharge points as required by the | MNA
DTE F-1-7
Pl ease expl ain who operates and maintains the two Ashl and- owned
force mains depicted on the schematic di agram provided in
response to the Hearing Oficer’s Menorandum dated Septenber 25,
2002. Who pays for the operation and mai ntenance of theses
force mai ns?
RESPONSE

Ashl and is responsible for all routine operation and

mai nt enance on the two Ashl and-owned pipelines. |n past years,

2 See MARA's Wastewater Metering Cost Benefit Analysis table, line 5,
titled “Dougl as Road.”
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Fram ngham periodically has had to respond to enmergency overfl ow
situations on these pipelines, due to weather or stormfl ows,
and has incurred costs in connection with these efforts. Any
deci sion issued by the DIE, and any future | MA negoti ated
between the parties, will have to include | anguage cl arifying
Ashl and’ s responsibility for responding to these energency
overflow situations, or for conpensating Fram nghamif it is
forced to respond.
DTE F-1-8
Refer to the SEA Study at 86.1.3.1 (Depreciation). Are the
Ashl and-owned force nmains included in Fram nghanis system for
pur poses of cal cul ati ng system val ue, replacenent val ue, and
depreci ati on?
RESPONSE

No.
DTE F-1-9
Refer to Fram nghamis Petitions at 7 and 86.2.3.1 (pages 21 and
23) of the SEA Study. As part of its request for Ashland to
pays its proportionate share of operating and naintenance
expense, is Fram ngham requesting that Ashland contribute to
“capital replacenment of sewer system el enents used to convey
Ashl and wast ewat er” ?
RESPONSE

No, because the current | MA does not permt such a
recovery. The current |IMA, however, has an anniversary date of
Decenber 9, 2003. Fram ngham submts that any agreenent between

the parties, or any decision issued by the DTE, that addresses

Fram nghami s transportati on of Ashland’ s sewage beyond



Decenber 9, 2003, will have to address Ashland’s obligation to
contribute its pro rata share of capital replacenent costs.

DTE F-1-10

Pl ease provide the dianeter (in inches) for the foll ow ng pipes:
(a) the Ashland force nmain that connects to the Farm Pond
interceptor; and (b) the Ashland force nain to Bates Road

RESPONSE
(a) Fram ngham maps show this pipeline to be 18".
Ashl and maps show it to be 16”. Recent rehabilitation
of this pipe by Ashland may have changed the di aneter
of this pipe.
(b) 8.
DTE F-1-11

Refer to the SEA Study at Table 6.1. Wat are the units of
nmeasur enent for the Ashland and Fram ngham fl ows? As part of
this response, please provide the source of data and the data.
RESPONSE

The unit of neasurenent is mllion gallons per day. The
source of the data is the MARA's Wast ewat er Metering Cost
Benefit Analysis table attached to SEA's report at Appendi x A
The data was updated by the MARA in January, 2001. This data
was the nost recent data available to SEA at the tine it

prepared its May, 2001 report.

DTE F-1-12

Pl ease describe the |location of the “Chestnut Street”
connecti on.



RESPONSE

The “Chestnut Street” connection is another nane for the
pi peline that |eads to the Farm Pond interceptor. It begins at
the Chestnut Street punp station in Ashland, runs underground in
generally the sanme direction as Waverley Street through Ashl and
and into Fram ngham passes into the CSX Railway yard, and
di scharges near the southeast corner of Farm Pond. A nmap
prepared by Haley & Ward in 1989 is attached at Tab B, with the
rel evant segnent hi ghli ghted.

DTE F-1-13

Does any Fram ngham sewage flow i nto the Beaver Dam i nterceptor
bet ween Herbert Street and Beaver Street? |If so, please explain
why, on SEA Study Table 6.2, the “Ashland Use % renmains at 20
percent for this segnent.
RESPONSE

The repetition of the 20%figure in Table 6.2 is an error.
Ashl and’ s use percentage for the pipe segnent |ocated between
t he Beaver Dam Interceptor and Herbert Street should be 75% and
certain other figures in the table should be recal cul at ed
accordingly. A copy of a revised Table 6.2 is attached hereto
at Tab C. This error is not directly relevant to Fram ngham s
position in this matter, however, as Fram nghamis not seeking
to recover past capital replacenent costs from Ashland in this

action. As set forth in Fram nghami s response to DTE F-1-9,

however, Fram ngham does intend to seek to have Ashland pay its



pro rata share of capital replacenent costs on and after
Decenber 9, 2003.

DTE F-1-14

Refer to Fram nghamis Petition 9. Wsat is the nature of the
sul fi de danage reported on Fram ngham s sewage systenf
Specifically, please identify which pipes or other facilities
have been affected by sulfide damage.
RESPONSE

SEA has conpleted a prelimnary study of the sulfide
probl emin Fram ngham Two copies of this report, titled “Fina
Report on Odor and Corrosion Control Study of the Fram ngham
Sewer System” are being filed herewith (with a copy provided to
Ashl and’ s counsel). This report describes in detail the nature
of Fram nghami s sul fide problem and the inpact sulfides have
had on Fram nghanmis system O particular interest here is
Figure 2-2, which is a schematic designed to show areas where
wast ewat er sanpling showed sulfide |evels in excess of the |eve
of 0.3 ng/l permtted under the nost recent nunicipal discharge
permt issued by the MARA. The schematic shows that the sanples
taken in all of the pipes utilized by Ashl and exceeded
perm ssible |evels.?

Even nore telling are sanples taken at the Farm Pond and
Bat es Road connection points. These sanples show that Ashland’ s

di scharges, during the nonths August-Cctober, 2001, routinely

exceeded perm ssible levels, often by a significant margin.

s The limt of 0.3 ng/l of dissolved sulfide is applied by the MARA
irrespective of any show ng of sulfide damage to the sewer system
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(See Odor and Corrosion Control Study, Appendix 3, Sanple
Locations A7 and H1.) At the Bates Road connection, for
exanple (Location H 1), the sanples ranged from1.6 ng/l to 3.1
ng/l, or five to ten tinmes the permssible limt. At the Farm
Pond connection (Location A-7), while three sanples were bel ow
the permissible limt, two other sanples exceeded the limt,
with one sanple exceeding the limt by a factor of five.?
Moreover, MARA data shows that 80% of all sulfates neasured at
the Arthur Street connection to the MARA system (the entry point
into the MARA system for all sewage from Ashl and and Fram ngham
are placed into Fram ngham s system by a single user — Nyacol, a
corporation | ocated in Ashland. (See FES Qdor and Corrosion
Control Study, COctober 24, 2000, Appendix G attached hereto at
Tab D).

SEA s report does not include a detailed survey of the 275
mles or so of pipe that nake up Fram nghanis sewer system nost
of which is underground. SEA is aware of sone corrosion that it
believes is directly attributable to Ashland’ s di scharges,
including a manhole in the CSX railyard (which nmay have been

replaced since the report was prepared) and a brick sewer

4 Thr oughout the tine period in which SEA was taking sanples at the Farm
Pond connection, Ashland was treating the sewage flowing to this connection
with chemicals in an attenpt to address the sulfide problem As these

sanpl es show, Ashland was unable to bring sulfide |evels bel ow pernissible
l[imts on all occasions, even with the addition of chemicals. No chemnicals
were introduced into the sewage flowing to the Bates Road connection, as is
apparent fromthe high levels of sulfide discussed above.
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structure known as the WIllis Street Arch. A detailed survey of
the systemsurely would identify other |ocations.

DTE F-1-15

Refer to Fram nghanmis Petition at 9. What studies have been
done to identify the source(s) of the sulfide problenf? Please
provi de copies of any reports, nenoranda, or other docunents
t hat have been prepared by or on behalf of, or that have been
relied upon or reviewed by Fram ngham on this subject.
RESPONSE

See acconpanying SEA report. In preparing this report, SEA
reviewed and relied upon several other reports, as listed in the
bi bl i ography attached at Tab E. In particular, SEA reviewed and
relied upon reports prepared by the MARA describing the
substantial reduction of sulfide at the discharge point to the
MARA upon the tenporary closure of the Nyacol plant in Ashl and.
One of these reports is attached at Tab D

DTE F-1-16

Refer to Fram nghanis Petition at 9. Please describe the types
of actions that may be necessary to address the sul fide problem

RESPONSE

SEA i s now enbarking on a further study to address possible
nmeans of addressing the sul fide problem Possible solutions
include the elimnation of sources of sulfate (i.e., the Nyacol
plant in Ashland); the addition of chem cal feed systens; the
elimnation of certain non-essential punp stations; and
reconfiguration of parts of the systemto elimnate pipes where

wast ewater tends to remain stagnant.
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DTE F-1-17

Refer to Fram nghamis Reply at 8. Please provide docunentation
of any actions MARA has taken agai nst Fram ngham regarding the
sul fi de probl em
RESPONSE

As a result of high levels of sulfide discharges at the
poi nt of connection to the MARA system the MARA i nposed a
muni ci pal limt on Fram ngham s di scharges of 0.3 ng/l, and
stringent limts on industrial users in Fram ngham and Ashl and.
The MARA al so issued notices of violation to Fram ngham
Negoti ations thereafter resulted in a settlenment agreenent
bet ween Fram ngham and t he MARA whi ch, anong ot her things, set a
schedul e for Fram nghamto take actions to reduce its discharges
of sulfides. Copies of the settlenent agreenent and
correspondence reflecting the industrial discharge limts are
attached at Tab F. Al so see the nunicipal discharge permt
attached at Tab A

DTE F-1-18

Refer to Fram nghams Petition at 5-6. Please provide all work
papers, calcul ations, assunptions, etc. used to derive
Fram nghanmi s cal cul ati on of Ashland s proportionate share of
operation and mai ntenance expense from 1997 t hrough 2001.
RESPONSE

Pl ease see chart attached at Tab G Pl ease note that the

figure provided in Fram nghamis Petition for the 2001 fisca

year has been increased from $203, 000 (which was based on
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estimated budget figures) to $257,162.91 (based on actual, fina
nunbers), and that the flow percentages for 2001 have been

adj usted fromthose set forth in SEA's study to reflect the nost
recent data available fromthe MARA

DTE F-1-19

Refer to Fram nghanmis Petition at 8 5, Exh. A Please explain
why t he agreenent was not reviewed every five years as specified
in the Internmunicipal Agreenent therein. As part of this
response, please provide all letters and docunents related to
this issue.
RESPONSE

Fram ngham only recently has adopted a Town Manager form of
government, which has led to greater oversight of contracts
entered into between the Town and ot her nunicipalities and
vendors. Fram nghamis not aware of any docunments responsive to

this request.

DTE F-1-20

Refer to the SEA Study at Table 4-1. Pl ease explain the
cal cul ations provided in this table, including the source of the
dat a.
RESPONSE

Table 4-1 is intended to reflect the total costs of
operating Fram nghanm s sewer system Operation and nai ntenance
charges are itemzed in the top portion of the table, and
consi st of four different categories — personnel, utilities,

ot her equi pnment, and indirect costs. As noted in Fram nghams

reply, there is a mathematical error in the table, in that the
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figure indicated for budgeted O&M costs in fiscal year 2001
shoul d be $2, 316, 814, not $2,041,814. A revised version of

Table 4-1 is provided at Tab H.

DTE F-1-21

Refer to the SEA Study at Table 4-1. Please explain the acronym
“ClP” found at the bottomof this table

RESPONSE

Capital Inprovenment Program This nunber represents the
cunul ative total of capital costs associated with the punp
stations, depreciation, and new debt service (including

i nfrastructure upgrades and i nprovenents).

DTE F-1-22

Has the I ntermunicipal Agreenment dated Decenber 9, 1963 been the
only agreenent governing sewage operations between Fram ngham
and Ashland to date? |f sone other agreenent or alternative
arrangenent was applied at any tines between Decenber 9, 1963
and the present, please describe the ternms of the agreenent or
arrangenent, including paynent terns and whether both parties
had consented to or signed the then-applicable agreenent.

RESPONSE

The IMA is the only agreenent between the two
muni ci palities governing Ashland s discharge to Fram nghanis
sewer system The draft agreenment attached to Ashland s answer
is not executed and never has been effective.

DTE F-1-23

Refer to the SEA Study at 82.1.2. Please identify and describe
in greater detail the direct Ashland connections with the
Fram ngham system not covered by the Internmunicipal Agreenent
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and indicate why they are not covered. Please clarify whether
there are four such connection, as indicated in the text, or
ei ght such connections, as indicated in Table 2-2.

RESPONSE

The direct connects are Ashland users who connect directly
to Fram nghami s sewer system These users are |ocated near the
Ashl and/ Fr ami ngham border, and cl oser to the Fram ngham system
than to any part of the Ashland system The direct connects are
not covered by the | MA because sewage fromthese users never
fl ows through Ashl and s pi pes.

At the tinme SEA prepared its report, eight Ashland users
were directly connected to the Fram ngham system by neans of
four pipes. At present, there are 43 Ashland users directly
connected to Fram nghanis system

DTE F-1-24

Pl ease expl ain how Fram nghambills for services provided to
Ashl and di schargers who have direct connect connections to the
Fram ngham system (i.e., are not covered under the
| nt er muni ci pal Agreenent).
RESPONSE

Ashl and forwards to Fram ngham water neter readings for the
di rect connects. Fram nghamthen bills these custoners for
sewer services based on the water neter readi ngs provided by

Ashl and.

DTE F-1-25

Refer to the SEA Study at 83.1.2. |Is the flow of the individua
customers in Ashland referenced in this section included in the
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8.6 percent flow source referenced in Section 2.1.2 of the SEA
St udy.

RESPONSE
No.

DTE F-1-26

Refer to the SEA Study at 84.1.1. Please indicate the head-
count that underlies the personal portion of operation and
mai nt enance expense. Also please provide a listing of positions
and salaries for all enpl oyees.
RESPONSE

Pl ease see docunents attached at Tab |. Fram ngham has
provi ded information with respect to those enpl oyees whose
sal aries are assessed entirely to the sewer departnent, and
t hose enpl oyees whose sal aries are assessed partially to the

sewer departnment.

DTE F-1-27

Refer to the SEA Study at 84.1.1, Table 4-2. Please provide
addi tional detail regarding the operation and mai nt enance
expense category entitled “Telenetric-Punp Station” found on the
third line fromthe bottom of the table.
RESPONSE

This charge is for a tel ephone service that alerts sewer
personnel to problens in the operation of the system Pl ease
note that Table 4-2 was deleted fromthe final version of SEA s

report, to conserve space.

DTE F-1-28

Refer to Frami nghamis Petition at 4. Please provide the source
and supporting docunentation for Fram nghanis statenent that
Ashl and is maintaining that Ashland s proportionate share of
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annual operation and nmai nt enance expense i s approxi mately
$18, 300.

RESPONSE

This figure was taken fromthe report prepared by Ashland s
consul tant, Voll ner Associates, LLP. (See page 5, iteml).
Ashl and has di sregarded the conclusions of its consultant and
now proposes that its proportionate share should be about half
of what Vol | nmer proposes, or $9,705. (See Ashland’s Answer, 1
13).

DTE F-1-29

Consi dering only those pipes used by Ashland in the Fram ngham
system what percentage of the total flow in these pipes
represents flow from Fram ngham cust oners and what percent age
represents flow from Ashl and custoners? Pl ease provide data for
FY 1999, FY 2000, FY 2001, and the average of these three years.
As part of this response, please provide all work papers,
assunptions, etc. used in these cal cul ati ons.
RESPONSE

In responding to this question, Fram nghamnotes that it
objects to any attenpt to calculate Ashland's obligation to
Fram ngham on t he basis of the anmpbunt of pipe utilized to
transport Ashland's flow through Fram ngham As set forth in
SEA' s report and in Fram nghamis Petition, the only fair and
accurate way to cal cul ate Ashland s proportionate share of O8M
costs is to multiply total O&M costs by the ratio of Ashland’ s

sewer flowto the overall flowwthin the system Ashland has

not pointed to a single exanple of a utility or municipality
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basing its charges to customers on a cal cul ation only of those
portions of the systemutilized by the custoner.”

Subj ect to and w thout waiving this objection, as indicated
in Fram ngham s response to DTE F-1-5, the only available fl ow
data regardi ng Ashl and’s sewage di scharges are based upon MARA
nmetering stations located in Ashland. |In FY 1999, the MARA
nmeters indicated that Ashland s flow was 8. 79% of the total flow
in Fram nghams system In FY 2000, this figure was 13.45% 1In
FY 2001, this figure was 13.08% As described in Fram nghani s
response to DTE F-1-5, these flow nunbers do not pick up any
additional flow that m ght enter Ashland s pipes before the
pi pes di scharge into Fram nghanis system For that reason, the
DTE should require that Ashland fulfill its obligation under the
| MA to establish nmetering devices at the two points of discharge
into the Fram ngham system

In addition to the inherent flaws of the Ashl and/ Vol | mer
proposal regarding the cal cul ati on of sewer usage, as descri bed
above and in other pleadings filed in this case, neither Ashland
nor Fram ngham have data denonstrating the percentage of each
municipality’s flow within Fram nghani s pi pes between the two

poi nts of discharge and the discharge to the MARA system As

5 Tel ephone users, for exanple, are not billed only for those sections of
the lines utilized by particular custoners to reach switching stations.

Rat her, users are charged for their pro rata share of nmmintaining the system
as a whol e.
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shown on the map attached at Tab J, after Ashland’ s sewage
enters Fram ngham s systemat the Farm Pond i nterceptor, there
are many connection points at which additional Fram ngham sewage
enters the line before it exits to the MARA's system® Thus, one
woul d have to install and maintain a netering device at each of
these | ater connection points to accurately neasure, at any
point in the pipe, the percentage of Ashland flow vs. the

per cent age of Fram nghamflow. There currently are no such
nmeters, and therefore Fram ngham does not have the data
necessary to answer this request in full. Moreover,
installation of such neters at each and every connecti on point
foll owi ng the Farm Pond interceptor would constitute an
unreasonabl e | ogi stical and adm nistrative burden, and sinply is
not reflective of industry practices as to how sewer usage is
recorded and bill ed.

DTE F-1-30

Consi dering only those pipes used in Ashland in the Fram ngham

system pl ease calculate the operation and nai nt enance expense

that would be directly relates to this portion of Fram nghan s

system Pl ease provide data for FY 1999, FY 2000, FY 2001, and
the average of these three years. As part of this response,

6 The green lines on the map depict the Ashl and- owned pi pelines that

transport Ashland’ s sewage to the two points of discharge to the Fram ngham
system The red lines depict the major pipes by which Ashl and’ s sewage
(along with Fram ngham sewage) is transported to the MARA connection. The
thick purple lines are | ocated at points at which significant anmounts of
Fram ngham sewage enter the lines after the two discharge points fromthe
Ashl and- owned pi pelines. Each thick purple line is acconpanied by a thin
purple line, or “cloud,” intended to designate those hones, businesses, and
other facilities that |ikely contribute sewage to the Fram ngham system at
that particular entry point. Each of these fourteen areas is marked with a
capital letter between A-N. The largest of these areas, marked area “N,”
enconpasses an estimated 10, 000 users.
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pl ease provide all work papers, assunptions, etc. used in these
cal cul ati ons.

RESPONSE

Fram ngham does not track its operation and mai ntenance
expenses by particul ar pipe sections, nor do any other
muni ci palities, to Fram ngham s know edge. Thus, it does not
have the data available to respond to this request.’ There are
operation and nai ntenance expenses (e.g., punping station costs)
that are not attributable to the specific pipe segnents used by
Ashl and, but that are nonethel ess essential to keeping the
system as a whol e operational and in good working order.

DTE F-1-31

Pl ease describe any additional facilities in the Fram ngham
sewerage system other than the pipes addressed in DTE F-1-30,
that are needed to convey Ashl and sewage to the MARA system In
addi ti on, please provide

a. flow data through these facilities for FY99, FYOO,
FYO1 and the average of these three years; and

b. &M data for these facilities for FY99, FY00, FYOl1l and
t he average of these three years.

As part of this response, please provide all work papers,
assunptions, etc. used in these cal cul ations.

RESPONSE

Fram ngham woul d not be able to transport Ashland s sewage
unl ess it maintai ned an operating sewer systemin its entirety —
t hus, Fram ngham considers all facilities in its system

“necessary” to convey Ashland’ s sewage, w th each user

7 The fact that such data is not maintained by Fram ngham or any ot her
muni cipality is further evidence that Ashland s proposal to calculate O&M
charges based on actual pipe usage is not consistent with industry practice.
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(including Ashland) paying its pro rata share of all costs. As
stated previously, the actual pipes used by Ashl and are but one
conponent of the actual sewage system conponents necessary to
transport Ashland s sewage.

Wth respect to the specific question, Fram ngham believes
that Ashland’ s sewage nornally flows through only those pipes
addressed in DTE F-1-30. Wen there are flows exceeding the
capacity of downstream sewers in the MARA system flows from
Ashl and (along with flows from Fram ngham are tenporarily
stored in an overflow pipe |ocated near the discharge to the
MARA' s system and possibly in other pipes w thin the Fram ngham
system

Respectfully subm tted,

THE TOMN OF FRAM NGHAM
By its attorneys,

Chri stopher J. Petrini

Erin K Higgins

Conn Kavanaugh Rosent hal Peisch
& Ford, LLP

Ten Post O fice Square

Boston MA 02019

(617) 482-8200

(617) 482-6444 (fax)

DATED

162956.1
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